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ABSIBICT . 



Adult 'leaders froa 1^ counties, divided into aal^hed 
participating - (57)' and central (54) gr^tsps,^ iexe surveyed to evaluate 
Hbether Cooperative E:xt€Jision. Service prograis cn lefnd dse planiiing 
in Arkansas resulted in increased knowledge aad icre favciatle 
attitudes toward ^uch planning. Participants filled cut attitudinal 
questionnaires before attending ^an educational meeting* Alter two 
Months, questionnaires 'iucludiirg attitcdiral, factual, anc ' ^ 
deaographic questions ♦were sent to tcti groups. Besclts did not 
substantiate a previous evaluation showing tc krcwledge increetee btit 
greater f avoratility •/In this study, rc si^xificaiit aeeting effects, 
were found* Ihough tne participating ^cup was icre favcratle 1;cward 
^county government ccntrQl of land^cse plaxniig, ^'es£*f avcrable tow:ard 
Federal respcnsibility, apd less li)t€ly tc thinJt nc gcvernaent level 
should be in-rblved than the bontrol group, thes€ differences were 
shown to have existed even^efore the seetirg. Only cne f^ctueil itea 
was significantly diiferent — ae.eting participants were aore likely to 
knew zoning could protect f ara land, tict urlan cevelcpaett. Although 
this and the earlier . evaluation foun5 irterest about land use 
. planziiug iigh, county .leaders ptefefred data on current lend use ^ 
policies and actual planning processes* ilsc, rewslett^rs or soae 
other lediua aight fce aor6 effective than public aeetings* (BS) 
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Bvaluation of the Effect of Cooperative* Extent iotr Service • 
Educational Programs on Attftudes and Knowledge About Land Use Planning 

. Diana- M. Danforth, David X. Miller", Shirley Callaway, and Donald E. Voth 



Departaeht of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology 
^ . . University Arkansas, 'Fayettevllle 



Land use planning and management of natural resources^ has been a 
topic of interest in the United Stated during the past several years, 
So«e stated have addpted wide-scale land use planning to address many 
of the probleas of conflicting demanda for land\se which accoopanied a 
rapid growth in population, technological developments, and the need of 
. land for increased agricultural production. - Arkansas has na state land 
use plan. There is authority for city and 'county planning, but it lias 
not often been exercised. ' ' ' * ' ' f ^ 

Arkansas in recent years has had a rapidly grbwlug population, 
increased manufacturing development, and an expanding recreational-tourisa 
industry to compete for , land uses with the xJomiiSant one of agricultural 
production. This makes^ the topic of land use planning of increasing 
iE5>crtance to leaders in the state. * 

"The Arkansas Cooperative Extension Service has conducted land use 
planning Questional programs 'for l*ader^ during the past few years. 
The education of county leaders in the organizational and operational 
processes of land use planning is one of the primary objectives ,af these 
programs. This objective was ijap lamented by holdJLng inforswitlonal meet- 
ings in, several, districts of the state to whicfe^ county leaders In the 
area were invited. Since, land use planning is relatively, new to many 
people In Arkansajp it is important that county leaders be accurately 
Informed and- aware of .the issues involved In land use pLannlng* Jt 
Is a^so Importanr that they understand how land.^use planning programs 
can be lBq>le»ented to meet the nfeeds <^ area residents, ttese'eiducat- , 
lonal programs, then,, have an important role in the diapemlnatlon of 
Information, so that leaders will be effectively and accurately Infold. 

An evaluation of a Cooperatfive Extension Service land use planning 
educational meeting for leaders in one of the districts was. conducted 
previously (Danforth and Voth, 1977). That design consisted cf a parti-, 
clpant and a control group. The participant group was 'tested on their 
attitudes an^ knowledge about land use planning imedlately following 
the meeting, while the control gfoup w^s sent a quest ionnalr'e. by mall.. 
Comparisons between the experimental and control groups found few sig- 
nificant differences. The differences found were in attitudes, and not 
in kfiowledge. The major impact of the meeting seemed to be one of in- ■ 
creasiYjg favorabtilty among participants towattl lanS use planning in 
general, and toward regulation of agricultural'' land in particular. 

♦ It .... . • ' 

Another means of exploring the effect of Cooperative Extension ^ 
Service land use planning educational efforts was epiployed tn the analy-""' 
sis of data collected in a 16 county survey of attitudes tK)ward land use 
planning (Jackson, D^orth, V^th, an^l'Sudson, In preparation, 1978). 
The percentage of the population in the 16 counties who were contacted 
by Cooperative Extension Service personnel regarding land use planning 
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/ '^ '^ attituae ia the counties tdward several 

^r**^" planning^ This «t analyses showed the ext«t of 
^n^oriwi:??'^"'^'^/""''" educational effort to &d posit ivel^Lced * 

ffff«J>.^V^y toward govemaent*! reguUtl^on of land/toward safety a^d 
sanitation r^gul^ions, , and toward governmental rerfula^ion to pr^^t » 
2LaS^l '^^^•^^''-hip.of Cooperative Extrension slr^iTe " 

r^.r't gained- from these two Very different data sources and ' 

or awareness of lan^ use planning associated with Cooperative Extension ^'^^ 

• sh'S t" tlZ'.T ^'Tk" f ^°-^^^> ^' posiUvfreTat'Sn- 

^5^*^"^"- ^ ««<^*^ set of analyses higher favorability toward 
l^d use planning or government regulation o£ land 'was found, ls Z7 
a higher iayor ability toward regulation of agrlcuitural iZt. ' ' ^ 

The implication of thesfe results was- discussed in the mrevioua 
puDiication (Danforth-ancf Vot^i, 1977). It W5 concluded thkz a n»rp 

- SisitiLlr d"^% rn'r ^'^^"^ "''^^ ■ ac! 

qaisxtion oT detailed information about it. The resuUs also indicated ' 

^t:ir^ t I ,1. planning education, and that factual infor- 

T^^™ planning processes was wanted. That no knowledge ' 

aM" ""T'?/' -P^S^"^ suggested, that the Cooper- 

ative E^ension Service should concentrate on this aspect of the pr^«n«; / 

of ^h^r evaluation uas conducted to further analyze* the iinpact 

of the Cooperative Extension Service educational laid use planninTpro- 
gran., and to replicate results of the previous research, ihis design 
t Ji"^ < different from the one, employed previously. Rather thS 
randoa assignment to participant and control groupV,, which did not 
work well, in {,ractice (Danforth and Vpth, 1977), two separate but 
matched groups were chosen; rather than one testing per group the 

IZl^^t^T ^^"^ ^ ^""^ ^ post-test; and rither than , 

testing the participant group >Kaediacely following the meeting, the 
test w^s given appicoxiaately two months following the weting. 

°° previous resuUs. one would expect prog-ram participation to* 
T^l. Vh "^""l attitudes regarding lank use. planning issues. ' 

I" °^ program, oneT^st also hypothesize an Increase 

o^,^ ^^^^ /^Pf" °^ ^^"^ Pl3°°^. even though this res»ilt 
was not found previously. — a ^= icoa^-i. 

, Methodology ^ 

Sesigu , ; 

. - The quasi-experimenta; design provided for one group which would . ' 

attend a meeting on land use planning, and another matched grouri of • 
equal size that did not attend. Both- groups were selected by cou^Jty ' 
Cooperative Extension Service aients. The control Broup was not sel- " 
ttlf.T K^"^" program to be Evaluated had been conducted. At ' " 
that time these persons -were selected. to match as well as possible 
those who had attended the program! Characteristics considered for 
natching were conaunity position, political office, occupation', etc 



Thus, there wa? no randgm selection, nor random assig^^t to groups. 

^^The group attending the lueeting was given a questionnaire to be 

comfflftted at the beginning of the meeting. A second. questionnaire was ' 
th^ developed and nailed to both groups after the meeting. Thus, the 
design projvided for a pre and post-test for the participant group, and 

. only one test for the control group. This is a slight variation of the 
desigp that Gsmpbell and Stanley (1962) refer to as the nQn*quivalent 
control group (Resign,- We decided. to use this design because the control 

. groap was selected after the participant group. 'This procedure allowed 
us to selectVa cohtrol group with similar characteristics to those of the 
participant giioup, thus making the groups more comparable. 

Subjects / • ■" . 

' ^ . , ■ ' ' ' " 

■ Of the adult' leaders attending the meeting, 57 were included in the 

participant category of the resrearch. The only criteria for selection 
. vere that the participant had completed the pre-Xest questionnaire and 

that a .mailing address was available. 

. The county Cooperative Extension Service agents were "then ask^ to 
review the Xlat of meeting participants from their. county, and prepare * 
a second ll^st of count;r leaders to be used for control purposes. As 
stated above, the control group subjects were matched with the partici- 
pants on Several characteristics. They were selected,- when possible, ' 
in equal numbers from the same county as participants. These counties 
include Arkansas, Ashley, Bradley,' CaZhoun, Chicot, Cleveland. Dallaa" 
Desha, Drew, Grant, Jefferaon, Lincoln, lonqke, and Pulaski. 

Materials ' , ' . . 

_ The program. was evaluated by Self administered questionnaires. 1/ ' * 
The pre-Cest questionnaire was designed t6 assess attitudes toward aipect^ 
of land use planning. The second, or post-test questionnaire, included 
not oAly th-is. but also examined knowledge of present Arkansas l^and use 
pbXicies^ and obtained information about the d^raphic characteristics 
.Of thejpartfcipants, dnd the participants' evaluation of the program 
c L!**"*^^"**^ «?tt«»tions.i*ere taken from the Cooperative Extension 

Service progran nsterialsx land use filanning. miiterials developed by the 
E^ftenslon Coiaittee on Organization and Policy, planning guidelines and 
materials prepared fey iSie thiiversitjr of Arktoads Division ofCoWnity 
Affairs, , and from a cjuesttoonaire designed by the-stafj^f the University 
of Arkansas Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology to 
assess land use planning attitudes in Arkansas. ' 

. . ' ' ■» . 

The attitudinal questions. measU^d-^avo?rability toward land use 
planning in general, public versu^^lvate rights in land use control, 
preservation and control of ,jigr,lcultural' J.and, and preservation and 
coqsetvation of the egjtirottfi^nt . The factual items related to Arkanaas 
land use polici>^ -including, sdme items which were asstroed to be widely 
toown, androthe^^a which were more technical in nature. 
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Tha ^uestiontelro format ooniitsted of a brief Ihstructlon page, 



y ^Copies of Vhe questionnaires will be supplied .by the author's 
upon request. \ ' • . 

ERIC .■ • , ■ , •• V . • -1 .. • 
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aa|wered oa-a five-point Likert scale, 2 attitu^inal 

JaT '1^ 4e«>graphic <juesciqns. In additipn, for those" 

no?ft^.J^* «eting ratit^gs of the program vere requestedr' TH^L ' 
not atrteuding the meeting asked vhat fypes of Infonaation con^ 

ceming land use planning would be ^£ interest to theai 

Proced ure " ' - 

* Tfae^Progran to be ev»au»te4 vas. a- meeting sponsored bv the Cooper- ■ 

So2t^rf°r 'r?" ^-J-^^- with the bn^vers^ty'^oflrk^^s 
Depaxjoent of Agricultural Ecoaokdcs and JJural Sociology, and tixT^ 
Division of Corxaunity Affairs of the University of Arka^as. The four 
r aHcra/" '''' '"'^^ Bluff, Arkansas/on Mayl?! ^T^^ing 

R ^i^'^L^^lf "^^^^ 'consisted of a discussion bf "Land 

Resources Tod^-What are the Issues" by a panel of tfnlVersity of 
. Ark^as faculty. ff<^. the departinents lav and sociology, kis was ^' 
folWd by an open dis<^ssion period. 'Jext yes a .slidelresentatS^ 

^il^ Ti?^^ ^^^^^ "^^"^ acco^anied by a prepared script. 
This was followed Dy a ditmer> ' ' 

The second half of ' the meeting consisted of panel presentation! by ■ 
IstnSJ^'^ Crittenden County. Arkansas . on- the ^evelo^t 
istration x>f their county-vide land use planning pr-ograa. 

V 

Pre-test ({uestionnaires were distributed at the 6'egiimin^-pf the 
tneeting. Instructions vere read by the. aod^rator aad anoWty^^s 
assured. The con^jleted questionnaires yere then left on the tables to 
tLrii*?^^* Participants were infor«d of a follow-up questionnaire 
that would be mailed to them after the meeting. 

On July, 25, 19??, mailing of this questionnaire was begun to both 
participants in the meeting and to the cwitrol jjroup. To aSI^e a ' 

A^th?TiTi.l,"*''1.^/°° "^9^^ questioimaire a series of follow-ups 
to the initial mailing was conducted froa the University of Arkansas v 
using a mfethod developed by- James A. Christenson (1974), When the daily 

^T^TTnl ""^1^ "^i,^^^" percent,, a postcard reminder was 

sent for all non-returned questionnaires. Hhen the daily response rate 

'° Peci^ent. a second coiJy of the questionnaire was 
tl L process was continued through a third registered mailing of 

thejuestionnaire. Eighty-nine percent of the leader^ attending^ 
meeting responded to the mailing, while ninety perc;ent of thelontrol 
group responded. This data, along with the respective response rate 
per county, is presented in Table 1, • 



Insert Table 1 abbut herfe 



Results 



™J ! , control or non-participant group was coJnpared with the 
experimental group (post-test) in attitudes and knowledge about land use 
planning. Responses to 13 attitudinal items and 7 factual items were 



analysed. > There were a few significant differences. 2/ The Varticil 
pant grouj, was tesn favorable toward state 8ovemn»e;t'r.s^JbrU^ ' 
deciding controls for the use of land, ir«re favorabie fowarT^aunt? 
s^lST' "^^^^^ili^y' '--i les^ likely to thi^ goSrn^ Lei , 
■t^lt^ -responsibility (Table 2) . On anotherat StudlnS^L SLe ^ 
was alsd a significant difference in opinion; the participSt TrZo 
t^a^VZZT ''''''' the control g^up toward cSntroU^S p^"Stion 
growth In certain areas by limiting the nut:ier .of new housS built 
a sWflS^^ d ff 3> Responses" to only factual ITj^il.!' 
ia^^if ?Ti - f"^'^ ^^'^^"^ S^'^?^^ the experimental group 
was nere Ukely than the contfol group to know that zoning can bH^ed ' 
to protect, agricultural activities froia urban develop.,eS^C^Sle 



Insert Tables 2. 3, and 4 about here 



. n..!^*^! ^t? ^° ""'^^P^ group had been chosen to niatrh 

a person in the experimental group-,' a second set of toalySs wafd^ 

SouttiSI* ^^^^^^f^^ differences were again finmd iHpSt^ns 
about v^tich. governmental level should have responsibility fo/decSw ' 

on lan^^use. . Th^ participants were ^re likely than t^eir * 
n-tched controls to favor county goveminen.t; and less UkelTtrSor state 
government or to think no govemnent' level sboixld be involvL txaMe 2) 
The participants were al^o «,re likely to know that zoning ^ be u^ed 
to- protect agricultural activities (Table A).' TUe on^lff^^enceT. 
I^'l?^. 'T"^ '''' the laJk.of a^IfSrenc^ • 



Siir^le betwe^n-group tests had shown no signihcant differences in 

s^^'land °' '^^"^"^ ^ejLental gro4"^c udLg 

sex. land ownership,, the use of their land, • ageVand educatSn Thus ' 
the two groups, as a whole, seen fairly- coinpar able.* in order to assess ' 

^« te^t!?^^ ''^r^ 'Jl^' " characteristics of the matched persons 

^ aifferences it, characteristics of the micched 

nifi^t dl^f" "' f ''f^'''-^' correlation only of sex,, and a stg: 

■ Sit^^t d^f '^^"^'^ the.matching procedure, 

vhile It did obtnin a group similar to the participants overall was 
.pparently-not very effective since pairwise t-ests^re onir^'; eSicienf 

•accofir « presented, which did not take the laatching into 

°^ differenpes. That similar attitudinal and 
Wedge differences were found when-uslng tests with the matched p^^rs 
does, however, substantiate the results obtained. ^ 

■-• 'Prom these results it appears that participation in the educational 
'rc^.wi^ v.^^^ "*'^''^^ °I significance were performed using a t-test for 



neetlng resulteji in a saall aoottut of attitudinal and knowledge: .cHange.' 
Tbe nature of this change, however, is highly specific in to^ic. . 

Another test was cpn<iucted, hovever, to see if* there i»ere any dif- 
ferences in attitudes of the participants before and after the laeeting 
Factual items hadcot been asked .in the prerte^c, ,o responses were not 

^avaiXabJe for comp^ison. , There was a significant difference ^ two ' 
9ttitudinal items when responses before and after the meeting were 
cohered. Howevei:, these two items were not the sane items on which 
differences between the control and participant groups had been ^oxmd. . 
Xtterefore, .these differences could not i>e. concluded to be real effects " 
of taeeting partic}paciqn. This would indicate no program effects The 
TBsnlt was-. ^stantiated -when participant ;responses to the pre-test - 
were cors^ared with control grxMp responses. There apparently were ' ' 
^ differences in opinion between the participant and control gronps even ' 
• before the meeting. The experimental ttoxxj,, before participating in the 

•aeetlng, was less favorable than controls.' toward federal government 
respOMlbility, more favorable toward country government, and less likely 

.td thinJc no govei^Bient, level should be irfvolved <Tab'le 5). These are 
essentially ^e same differences fotmd when the. control group had been, ' 

jMo?>ared to^the experimental *group aft« participating 'in the meefingV) 

-m^ obvioQs conclusion, then, la that there are ea*en€ially no effect? ' 
which caa be»attri^ed to meeting participation, but that eh'eie was-^ 
an eleaent .of sele^vity as to who attended the meeting. . ' • 

Isaert TaSleL 5 about here" 

The lack of a, meeting effect night be partially, attributable t;o ' 
-the fact that the post-test given to the participant group was not 
mailed until approximately two months after the meeting-. In such a 
time span, the 'intact of the mfeeting mght have lessened. Still, that 
no differences which could be Attributed to fche meeting were found after 
two months indicates the educational program did not have -any lone- 
lasting effects. .- . T ^ - > 

One other design probled might also bp considered; the control 
group was tested at the same time as the participant post-test, rather 
than at the time of the' pre-test . Therefore, the control -gfoup could ' 
have heen in contact with the participant grovgj foliowing the cse^ing 
effecting similar attitude changes. While this possibillcy cannot be 
^discotmted, it seems fairly unlikely, and it can 'probably be safAly 
"concluded that there vere no meeting effeds.. >' ■ ' . >- 

The^artidpants wefe asked directly .whether. t;hey had 'any Change in ' 
attitude as a' result of ,the meeting. A majority said th^ had not. 
Thirty-eight percent said they had» However; wiien asjted -.ibout which 
topic their minds had changed,. only nine jieople who had Completed the 
pre-test responded. When parti,clpant'*8 answers before and after the 
meeting were coBgjare*^, there was some chang^ in . regfoi^e on 8 of the 
1^ attltadinal items* However, the pajziem ^-of chafige rt^as' liot " consistent 
from item .to item, and there were so /few" cases Oiat no conclusions 
cpuld be dr«im. / ' ', . 

• . «' ' , ' ■ ' ■ . ♦ ' • 

Partixsipanfs were also asked- which topic "AVdlscussion in the ' 
meeting was most important to their needs or interests. Twenty^ight 
of the 5i participant* "responded^ There wai 3. Variety of -fiiswers. 



TOking xnMDy of them hard to 'categorize* Two general categories^ howr 
ever> made up the choice of almost half of those responding. 'The ase 
and protection of agricultursil land and natural resources, such as tiniJer 
and vildepiess areas, was of most interest to 29 p^ercent; and the level 
of government which should be resppnsible for land use planliing% in- 
cluding the role of county level planning, was of most interest 18/ ^ 
percent of respondeat s. . * ' * ' 

• * To further define viiat most interested the participants a^bout the 
^ meeting, .they were asked what part of the program ga:ve them the most 

' ittf6rmation* It will be recalled that the meeting had three distiiw:t 
sectioiis: a discussion by university faculty about humanistic aspects 
of land u^e planning issues; a slide presentation of land use planning • 
Issues; and a discussion of the development and operation of a fxmctioning 
coxmty i^lanningj^board. As can be seen in. Table 6, a majority felt the 
discussion *of coimty planning^ to be most informative, widi the faculty 
discussdtei *of land use planning issues least info rma tive > 

Apparently, land use planning is considered an inqjortant topic . 
among county leaders, since over three-quarters of both the participant 
and non*participan.t groups agreed it was an import^at^ssue for discus- 
sioii in their counties. 

Since the meeting did nof appear to- produce any significant changes 
in attitudes or knowledge concerning land use planning, it is of interest 
to examine what type of information is most deaired by the leaders, and 
in what, form.' Tiiis que*st*ion was asked of the contrql group. Table 7 
show's the percentage interns t-ed in various typ^ of information^ and 
Table 8 shows the percentage preferring different 'forms of communicating 
the^in^ormation* The largest mmber wanted information on present land 
use laws and policies in Arkansas, with a majority also wanfeJLng infor- 
mation on land use j)lanning issues • A public meetings such as that 

• evaluated, was' not a particularly popular form from which to receive 

• information. Instead, newsletters were wo^t preferred, and having 
information available at the Cooperative Extension Service office was 
the second most popular form of receiving lan^.use planning^ information. 

Insert Tables 6y 7» and 8 about .here"* 

and Discussion 



>umtaary 
Cooc 



In this evaluation of ^ Cooperative Ei^ension Service land use 
planning educational program, it was hypottiesized that ptogram partici- 
pation wb^ld rasalt in gre^ater favorability toward aspects of I4nd use 
planning,^ in parti<;uLar toward land use planning as^a ptrocess and toward 
gover n m en t regulation to protect agriailtui^al land. An increase in know- 
^ ledge about land use planning processes was ^so hypothesized as a result 
of the meeting. However,, no significant meeting effects were found*. 

These results do not substantiate those of a previous evaluation, 
where greater favorability was found, but no knowledge increase. One 
difference in design might partially account for the lack of effect 
-found in this evaluation. While the previous eva3j|iation employed a 
post-test for participants immediately following the meeting; in the ^ 
present evalixation, participants were not questionefd until app;:oxiJ3iateiy - 
two months after the meeting. During such a time ititerva|;3L any effects 
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of tjhe program taight have dissipateci* This calls one to question the 
siga.ificant effects previously found • Since program effects were not 
found after a time interval of only tmo months, they are certainly 
not Iphg-^lasting enough to permit one to conclude any^ real effects ^' 
which Cflrn* be attributed to the aeeting. « -Especially noticeable is the 
lack of effect on knowledge of participants in any' evaluation .of Cooparr 
atiye Eite-isioa Service land use planning ^ducatJLot^ progr^ ^cpnducted 
in this research project. * * . 

, Another qualification tliat should be ta^^n into consideration in- 
volves the "tattery of questions which were aske^ to measure attitude and 
^knowledge change. The limits of respondent patience, particularly when 
self -administered questionnaires are used, prre9lude the use of long, 
detailed instruments. Consequently, there may be questions "which could 
have been asked where significant program effects would\ave been regis- 
tered^ However, we do not Ifaiow what those questibns would be, and the 
questions use<^were choaen quite carefully* to represent the pop^tial 
cutting edge of attitudes and kppwledge toward land use planning. 

From these and previous results we conclu^de that the Cooperative 
Extension Service land use planning^ e'ducatlonal program his minimal^ 
if any, effects, on its' participant leaders* knbwledge or attitudes* 

WhiJye *signif icant effects can notr be 'concluded, both p.rogram 
evaluations found a high interest among leadefsf in. the atopic of land 
use platmiogSKoth evaluations also found that iafppnation atiout present 
land use laws aid policies was of most intera^fr^fto the leaders • In 
addition, these Evaluations found that leaders wanted a^xaore active' 
role for the Cooperative Extension Service in land use planning educ- 
ation than merely having the information available upon request* at the 
office. Newsletters seemed particularly popular^as a form of receiving 
information* In both districts the program which was evaluated was . 
essentially the same; and ^ in both cdses the part of l^he program which 
presented information on the actual development and operation of county 
planning most interested participants* Thys, leaders do appear to 
want information on land , use planning from the Cooperative Extension 
Service* — • • 

Th^ XJooperative Extension Service educational^ program on land use 
planning does not appear to be effective in giving leaders the infior- 

st%ion which tUey h^jtc^ expressed an interest in* This should mal^' one 
question whether a public meeting is the best means for presenting such 
information, or whether another form, such as a newsletter, might b$ 
more effective,^ Also, one must question the meeting content or form. 
While information on land pse issues seenjs to be of some interest to 
the leaders, they consistenly prefer information on land use planning 
Operational processes, and on current land use policies. Perhaps 
future* efforts should be changed to inclu^ mor^ of this type of infbr- 
mation. Only if the leaders "yndferstand how land <ise plactninj^ works, and 
Kow it can be applied to their area, will laJ;ld^u3e planning education 
have any practical'iiaportance. Perhaps dosm' ai^htion should also be 
■given to the educational process itself to gee that the meetings are 
more effective* One focus would be fhe systematic mechanisms of rein- • 
forcament that facilitate the learning process. 

Two final 'points need to be made in conclusion. (1) ApparettCly 
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deUctlv^ participation plays an important role in the differences 
f?^h ?,?T""' surprisingly, people Z UZe' 

with what will be presented ^t tha meetings-or- wha? they assume Jui be 
presenteaat-thetaeetings-attehd and others do not. Thus tS^eetiV«8 - 
change no one s mind-, and really don't influence aiiyone very Lch Sev 

tl thl TaLl^ K° ^^^H^'^^"" °f and educational programs-^ . 

to the point that some have despaired 0i using experimental desiens oT 

,'Se-T~°"°f^ <^-it<ns to1v.4.e p^oglaSlirh^Je ^ 

il^r A. methods. There are manp: things that go on in society > 

including some wxfchin rtie fields' of education and aduU education 
which our conventional wisdom, regards as eminently useful and e1?;dtive 

'Sr ft e^afir.^'" °' - 
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Table 1. Response Rate per County to Mailed Questionnaires 

A3Dong the Control and Participant Groups " 

Total sample Participant group Control itfoup 

T Total Percent Total Percent J^otal Percent 

Coimty contacted returned' contacted returned contacted returned 



ivricansas 


o . 


100.0 


4 


100.0 


4 


100.0 


Ashley 
r Bradley 


12 


■83.3 . 


6 


83.3 . 


6 . 


, . 83.3 


/ 8 


8f7.0> 


4 


75.0 


4 . 


lOO.Q 


Calhotm . 


6 


85.0 


4 


75.0 ' 


2 


100.0 


Chicot 


6 


66.6 




66.6 


3 


66.^ 


' Cleveland 


8 . 


100.0 




100. a 


' ; 3 . 


100.0 


y Dallas / 


10 


,90.,0 


^5 


100.0 


5 


80.0 


» Desha 


6 


. 100 


3 


100.0 


3 


100.0 


Drew 


10 


serTo 




100^0 ' 


• 5 


80.0 


Grant 


8 


100.0 


4 


100.0 


4 


100,0 


Jef^rson 


6 


66.6 


3 ■ 


33.3 


3 


' .100.0 


Lincoln 


9 


^8.8 




75.0 


5- 


100.0 


Lonoke 


8 


87.0 . 


. 4 


100.0 




.♦75.0 


Pulaski 


6. 
« 


100.0 


3 


loo.a" 




100 .0 

< 


- ^-1 


111 


89.0 


57 . 


87.7 


' 5h 


90.0" 



Tab^ 2. ' Tests of Differences Between the Control, and- Post-test 
Participant Groups in Support for Govemjaeqt Levels to, "have " 
Responsibility in Deciditig Controls on the Use of Land'* 



t 

Government 
level 


Percent 
fartlclpaat 
Rroup 


siwport 
' Control 
group 


Group 
comparison 
- t df 


Matched pairs 
contpari^n 

^ 


State 


• 24' 


4B 


2.31* 96 


-2.29* 41 


County , 


76 . 


• 40 


-3.89** ' 96 


4.58* 41 


None 

* "- 


10 


25 


1.98* 96 


-2.21* 41 


K of cases 


• 50 


48 , ' 







"* p<.05 
• *t P<.0O2r %^ 



Table 3. Test o{ Dffferenoes^ Between the Control and 
Pbst-test Participant Groups in Suppart for "Controls 
on Population Growth in Certain Atreas by LiAif ing ' 
,eh^ NuMber of New Houses ■Rullt or by Other- fteahsM 
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Group \ 

.Control 
Participant 



, . ■Pereentaae' dist^ributlon of respon3.es. 
Strongly ^ ^ String ly 



Group 



' coBparisoa 

aiiree Attree ^jteutral 01sa<tree disagree M Hean a/ t 



a. 3 

6.3: 



^jeutral 

io.'s 



df 



29.3 
52.1 18.8 



18.8 

12.5 



22.9 
10.4 



48 2.8 
48 .3.3 



-2.01* ^l..52 



* p< .05' 



a/ Means are- based on a tisponse ^cale vKere l=8trongly disagree and 



' Wt ro^ly agree. 



Table 4. Tests of Differencea- Between" the Control and Post-tesC* 
Participant Groups in the Knowledge that "Zoning can be-, 
used to Protect Agricultural Accivj^ties from Urban *Developtneut'* 



■ / 



• 4 



Group 



Percentage dis^rributlon. Group' 

of response^' - • comparlsort _ 

True Pals^ Don' t -know N Chi Square df Mean a/ f 



Matc*hed pairs 
comparison 

df 



fio1?trol * ■ 58.7 19.6 
ParCieipant 64.0 6.0 



21.7 
5.2 



46 
50 



7 .'77* 



.2 .41 
• .78 



2.73** 40 



'* p< .05. W ' " • 

**^*p< .01 • ' . ' * ■ 

a/ Means- are based on a response scale where l^trUe, '0'Hion*t knot^ 
and -lafalse. ^ • ' > * 

Table 5. Test of Differences Between the Control- and Pre-jtest 
• Particlpant^Jj^ups in Suppdrt for Government Levels *tfe 'Jhave ^ 
Responsibility ir> Deciding Controls on the Use of Land" 



Gov^mment 
level 



Federal 
County 
None ; ^ 

H of eases 



**. p< .001 
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^Percent support 



Control 


Participant 


ixrouo 


aroao . 


"25 


8 


• 40 . • 


79 


25 . 


• -8 . 


48'; 


t 

39 



Group 
• comparison 



1.94* 
.4-. 04** 
■2.16** 



■df 



85 
.85. 
85 ■ 



Tabic; &• Percentage of *the ParticipaiiC Group 
Preferring Different Sections of the Meeting 



Meeting section Percei>tage distributioa of responses 

Facul|y discussfon . . . • / . 17 

Slide presentation / '30 

County planning e^erieao es iC ^2 

H of cases ^^^H^fiS^fL^^ 46 



Table 7. Percentages of che Control Group Expressing 
Interest in Different Types of Lartd^ Use Tlannit^ Information 



Informaticyn^ type ^ ; Perc^gtage 

Present land use laws -and policies in Arkansas . .* . 83 

Land use planning issues - - , ^0 
Where to ol>tain spei^iallzed information and help ^ 

with land use pijtoning ^ ' * 49 , 

Present land use laws and policies in other states 34 

N of cases . ' * 47 



Table 8. Percentages of the Control Group Expressing , 
^Intere8t.in Different Forms of Land Use Planning Infortaation 

-jr : — ^ IL^ ^ ^/ 

IrrEormation form ; Percentage 

Newsletter 67 

Information upon request at office ^ 56 

Public meeting ^ . . 33 

Television ptograms ' 18 



N of cases ' . 

1 — r~ ^5*^ 




